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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

1 . The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

2. Claims 1 , 2, 6-9, 18, and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Schluter (3975128). 

Schluter teaches a mold valve chamber (20) having an output port (17) on the 
first axis (Fig. 1) with a mold valve piston (16) and air introduction system (25,34), an 
injection chamber (1) on a second axis (Fig. 1), an injection piston (3) that is movable in 
the injection chamber (A), and clearly defines a portion of the mold valve chamber inner 
perimeter (Figures 2 through 4, emphasis on Figure 4). The blower (25) can be 
operated to inject air into the chamber and thus into the mold, therefore it is selectively 
operated AND is capable of injecting air into the chamber. Schluter clearly teaches the 
claimed structures. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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4. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

5. Claims 3-5, 10, and 15-17, 19, and 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Schluter (3975128) in view of Walker (3655208) and Jepsen 
(3373999). 

Schluter fails to teach the piston configuration. 

Walker teaches metal pistons (16) (Col. 1, lines 5-11) having a piston ring (26; 
seal ring). The seal ring being made from a nonmetallic material (Teflon, Col. 1 , lines 9 
and 10; Col. 3, line 40) and being surrounded by two portions ("sandwiched") (See 
Figures 1 and 2). The seal ring will provide an 'interference fit' within the inner 
perimeter of the chamber. The ring is easy to maintain and economically construct for a 
nonmetallic material by Walker with minimum waster material (Col. 2, lines 18-20) 

Jepsen also teaches pistons and piston ring designs in which a seal ring (24) is 
sandwiched between two piston sections (18, 16), the ring material can be polyimide 
resin, epoxy, Teflon, phonlic resins, nylon, carbon-graphite compositions (Col. 3, lines 
49-53) 
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It would have been obvious one of ordinary skill in the art to modify Schluter with 
the nonmetallic portion between two metallic portions as taught by Walker, or Jepsen, 
because it provides a seal for the piston to prevent leakage. 

In regards to claims 10, 15, and 17, the claims do not teach a structural limitation 
and merely states the air injection system communicating in response to a position of a 
mold valve piston. The limitation provided is akin to a process of using the apparatus in 
response to a condition and provides no structural limitation. 

In regards to 4 and 5, Schluter shows a mold valve piston in the extended 
position (Fig. 1), the passage of the air inlet is blocked by the mold valve piston. 
Thereby, Schluter teaches a mold valve piston that is selectively movable to block the 
air inlet. 

In regards to the arcuate segment, Schluter clearly teaches defining the a portion 
of the mold valve chamber and thereby it would have been obvious for one of ordinary 
skill in the art to modify the injection piston end to conform to the shape of the mold 
valve chamber and respective piston to thereby allow for a shape that will conform to 
the rest of the interior surface because it would allow for movement of the mold valve 
piston through the chamber without interference. 

Response to Arguments 

6. Applicant's arguments, filed 9/14/06, with respect to the rejection(s) of claim(s) 3 
and 16 under Schluter in view of Takizawa have been fully considered and are 
persuasive. Therefore, the rejection has been withdrawn. However, upon further 
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consideration, a new ground(s) of rejection is made in view of Schluter in view of Walker 
and Jepsen. 

The applicants argue that Schluter fails to teach the claimed apparatus with the 
piston having the face that is not moveable into the quieting chamber 12. This 
overlooks the second portion of the chamber wherein the piston actually forms an inner 
perimeter located at the opening 5 of the chamber 12, Examiner recommends closer 
inspection of Figures 1, 5, and 6 of Schluter. It clearly shows that Schluter anticipates 
applicant's claimed apparatus. 

In regards to Schluter in view of Takizawa, the applicants argue that it would not 
be obvious to provide Schluter with the seal rings of Takizawa and that Takizawa does 
not disclose the piston is metallic and the seal rings are non-metallic. The new rejection 
with Schluter in view of Walker and Jepsen fully teaches the claimed portion of the non- 
metallic portion being between metallic portions. Takizawa was not fully clear on the 
material used though it does show seal rings that are between the piston portions, it 
was inferred that the piston portions are made from metal and the seal rings were non- 
metallic as accustomed to standard materials used in the art. The new rejection shows 
the use of the materials and how long it has been used in the piston arts of the use of 
seal rings as evident by Walker and Jepsen. 

In regards to claim 4, 5, 10, 15, and 17, these are dependent upon claims 1 and 
6 that applicants have stated are allowable for the reasons stated forth for claims 1 and 
6. Since Examiner disagrees with the applicant's arguments for claims 1 and 6, 
dependent claims 4, 5, 10, 15, and 17 remain rejected. 
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Conclusion 



7. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. Tsuge (4449721) and Hanlon (5779243). 

8. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Emmanuel S. Luk whose telephone number is (571) 

272- 1 134. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Fridays from 9 to 5. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Yogendra N. Gupta can be reached on (571) 272-1316. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 

273- 8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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